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Preface for Tekton Readers


As J.P. Holding has taken it upon himself to awaken Christians to the value, both inherent and apologetic, of careful historical-critical research, so too I feel that I myself have a calling—a calling distinct from, but complimentary to Holding’s own.  Holding’s work is primarily that of an apologist, and as such he seeks to defend the truth claims of ‘mere Christianity,’ against deliberate skeptics, and on behalf of Evangelicals, in an objective manner that, because of its objectivity, has the capacity for universal appeal.  My approach, however, is different—different in form and with regard to the audience that it is for, but not different in goal.  My desire is neither to combat the obnoxious atheist, nor to provide answers to the questions that Christians commonly pose with regard to their own faith.  Rather, my goal in life is to overthrow the metaphysical foundations upon which academic atheism rests by pointing to the radiant light of the Trinity that shines upon all things—to destroy the dry weed of naturalism, if possible, by allowing this light to shine directly upon it.


Such being the case, this essay is perhaps not for everyone.  The person who wants proof that, e.g., the Gospels’ resurrection accounts do not contradict one another will perhaps find little of relevance in what follows.  I leave such things to the able hands of Holding and other qualified persons.  This essay, rather, is for the person who—like myself and so many before us—sees from within the heart, and believes that that faith which lies within must find its resting place just as much there as in the mind.  This is not at all to dismiss analytic thought.  I am aware of, and highly value, the canons of logic, and am sufficiently capable of employing them when necessary.  It is rather to point out that logic and historical sciences do not exhaust—indeed, do not by themselves have the capacity to exhaust—the proper means of discovering truth, theological and otherwise.   

If this essay happens to find Christian readers, it is my hope that it will help them to see the world more wonderfully by seeing the glory of the Trinity through and in it, thus making their walk with god all the more vivid and strong by helping them to see god where perhaps they hadn’t before.  If this essay happens to find an atheist, it is my hope that it will be such an atheist as Camus, or even Nietzsche—that is, it is my hope that the atheist who reads this has an appreciation for the good things in the world, an atheist who is filled with a sense of wonder, an atheist in whose heart the glimmers of hope have not completely waned, an atheist who realizes that there may be a god, and does not feel repulsed by such a prospect.  For those who doubt, it is my hope that this essay will lead their intuitions together and in the right direction—that they will feel something like a ‘ring of truth,’ something that will inspire them to think, along with giving them hope for believing that that which they will discover in their search is indeed worth finding. 

The following was written for an upper-division course in philosophy at the university that I’m attending.  The assignment was to take an aesthetic theory that we had gone over in class (Plato [as (mis)understood by his successors], Aristotle, Kant, Danto, Collingwood, etc.), and to view a work of art in light of it, showing how the theory helps us to understand the work, or how the work provides grounds for doubting the theory.  According to my usual tendency to overdo things, and my inability not to ground everything in the Trinity, I saw need to—since none of the theories that we had covered in class were capable of illuminating my own experiences of art and beauty—come up with an aesthetic theory of my own.  To me, contemporary philosophy is, with a few shining exceptions, a wasteland—a desert of dry, heartless chatter founded upon a metaphysics that presumes the exclusion of that which is not physical and which, as a consequence, is utterly incapable of dealing with the most significant aspects of reality that we experience.  To my surprise, I’ve found that this tendency has—as far as I can see—almost wholly taken over aesthetics as well.  Beauty is quite rarely discussed vis-à-vis the arts, and if it is, it is more or less taken for granted that it has no transcendental ground.  Thus the present effort is not only an attempt to ground beauty in the Trinity, but to do so rejecting the arid modus operandi of contemporary philosophy itself. 

While I hope in the future to do my share in laying the axe to the tree of philosophical naturalism and academic atheism, the following is itself not so much the waging of the war as it is the sounding of the battle cry.  Logic can go nowhere on its own—every syllogism must be fed with reality before it can lead to truth, and this reality is something that, ultimately, must be apprehended independent of logic itself.  It is that which must be presupposed before reason can do its task.  In this light, the following is an attempt to present, in all of the splendor that it truly has, that which is—to call attention to something that has been, to ill-effect, overlooked for far too long.  If it has any power to convict, it will be by virtue of the radiance of that to which it points.

Two notes in passing.  First, I hope that none will take offense that I have left the word “god” uncapitalized throughout the text of this essay.  My reason for doing so is that I’ve found that most of the time that this word is used, it seems to imply a deistic, unitarian god rather than the Trinity adored by Christians.  Although I’m not certain how coincident with my own his reasons may be, I cite as a precedent for this practice no less a Christian scholar than N.T. Wright.  Second, some Christians may be put off at my capitalizing the word “beauty,” and the pronouns of which it is the antecedent, alongside rendering it in the feminine and identifying it with the Son of god.  In response I reply that I’m simply following the Tradition of the Church, and Scripture, which identifies the Wisdom (a feminine noun) of god as Christ.  As my exchange with Kevin Giles should make clear, I am neither liberal as regards theology, nor do I feel pressed to attempt to make an appeal to feminist theology.  It is not an attempt to be audacious that causes me to write as such, but rather, a desire to write in that same spirit according to which the author of Wisdom of Solomon wrote of the Wisdom of god that, “I desired to take her for my bride, and became enamored of her beauty.” (8:2)  

I

The Experience Of Beauty

Ecce!  Video caelos apertos . . .

Acts, 7:55

The experience of Beauty is always that of an awakening—the content of the Beautiful is expressed through Her form, and at the same time the form conceals the content.
  The soul is thus enraptured; of Her own accord, the Beautiful draws the soul to Herself, yet the movement towards the Beautiful never exhausts the content of the Beautiful, nor the soul’s desire for union with Her.  The soul’s encounter with the Beautiful therefore precipitates a paradox: I move toward the Beautiful that I may move beyond Her, and it is only by going beyond Her that I can unite myself to Her.  Union with the Beautiful can only be had by the soul’s surrendering to Her; the form falls upon us like sunshine disclosing a rhythm, the perception of which renders the soul supple to Her incantations as wave upon wave of Her splendor, once touching us, reverses and carries us with Her toward Her source. 

The Beautiful would thus seem to be more like a language than anything else—a language that can be perceived, but never comprehended.  I look outside my window at a variegated wonder as the diamond-studded sky of midnight announces itself, striking my heart with all of the light and force of a bolt of lightning.  It is as though an invisible hand has drawn a figure in space, and its coming to be in concrete expression is a mysterious echo that grows louder and louder the more it is attended to, yet ever remaining inarticulate.  If ever the words of this language are clearly perceived, it is always such that a thought is born in the mind whose roots and tentacles recede the moment comprehension is attempted; the spirit traces the contour of the impress left upon the soul, and it discovers that it is unable to depart and leap forth into the dizzying heights whereinto the footprints of the Beautiful have vanished.

Thus there are two forms of movement in the soul’s experience of the Beautiful.  First, the soul is passive and receptive.  The Beautiful, once perceived, immediately and by virtue of Her own dynamis opens wide the doors of the spirit, and with the same heated thrust with which She first tore through the curtain of the mind, She floods the soul, an undulating rush of high-reaching waves.  Dynamis is here used in the technical sense of the word, as found in early Christian Trinitarian theology.
  A being’s dynamis is its defining characteristic—its capacity to produce an effect—and it is itself revealed by its energy.  Thus, for an analogy one can use the example of fire and heat.  Heat is the dynamis of the being of fire, and it reveals itself by means of the energies of “burning,” “warming,” “feeling warmed,” “feeling burned,” etc.  Dynamis is the expression of substance, and energy is the expression of dynamis.  For present purposes, the importance of this ontology is its epistemic corollary—the revelatory capacity of dynamis and energy.  Dynamis truly reveals substance, and energy truly reveals dynamis.  This ontological and epistemic doctrine can also be demonstrated with reference to the phenomenon of human interaction.  Although we never have direct access to the soul (being) of the other, the other expresses (dynamis) itself toward us, and reveals its very self by means of its actions (energy).  By perceiving the actions, we know the person.

The second movement of the soul is active and expressive.  The soul, when her doors are first struck by the rod of the Beautiful as though by a battle-axe, rejoices, and, following the Beautiful as She rushes throughout herself, permeates the spirit, and inebriates the mind, she—unable to arrest that by which she has herself been arrested—nonetheless, in following Her movement throughout herself, is able to perceive Her form by rushing after Her, thus imitating Her movement.
  At first the soul simply watches, within herself, the flame of the Beautiful dashing forth from place to place as an electric, ever moving constellation.  Thus bewildered, the soul leaps within herself, following in the trail of the Beautiful, attempting to lay hold of Her.  And as she, in a frenzy, tries to follow this flame, running from corner to corner within herself, she ever imagines herself to have grasped the Beautiful, yet, when she looks into her hands, she realizes that the Beautiful Herself has evaded her, and that she has not grasped Her, but only the ashes left behind as She laid waste to the soul.  Yet in running this course and following after Her, the rhythmic form itself of the Beautiful becomes part of the soul: an incantation and radiant, dynamic harmony, ever moving, impressed upon her, and thus crystallized within her, it thenceforth determines her own movement by capturing her desire.  It is a signature, a vestige, yet the one who steps into this footprint is immediately subjected to the gravitational pull of that which left it behind.  And thus, as though a shoot bursting forth from the ground and blossoming skyward toward the light of the sun that awakened it, the soul spreads outward as it rises and yields fruit in response to the one who called her.  

Such is the soul’s experience of the dynamis that is the Beautiful.  The Beautiful reveals Herself—She is perceived—by Her activity (energy) within the soul.  And if, as posited above, activity truly reveals dynamis, and dynamis truly reveals being, we are now in a position to attempt to construct, or discern, a metaphysics of the Beautiful.  The adequacy of this metaphysics of the Beautiful may be judged successful, or not, in proportion to its capacity to comprehend and illuminate the dynamic of the Beautiful’s activity as we experience it.

II

Trinity-Ekstasis
That yearning which creates all goodness of the world preexisted superabundantly within the Good and did not allow it to remain without issue.  

Pseudo-Dionysius,

The Divine Names, 4:10

I require a You to become; becoming I, I say “You.”
Martin Buber,

I and Thou

In the remaining sections of this essay my goals will be four.  In the present section, I will attempt to articulate the Christian doctrine of the Trinity and demonstrate its coherence, thus laying the ground for my metaphysics of Beauty.  In section III, I’ll attempt to construct a metaphysics of Beauty in light of the preceding.  In section IV, I’ll attempt to prove that the existence of evil does not disprove my metaphysics of Beauty, interpreting both in light of the crucifixion of the Son of god.  In the final section, section V, I’ll conclude my metaphysics of the Beautiful in light of the resurrection of the Son of god. 

I begin my theology of the Trinity
 not with the “one god”
 with whom the Father, Son, and Spirit are taken to be (somehow) identical—their “being god” affirmed because they are (somehow) all identical with this one thing—but rather, with the one god who is the Father, and I understand the divine nature as expressed in the Father’s act of being father,
 along with all that follows from it.
  There is no god outside the divine persons, and since the divine persons are distinct, there is no single thing with which they are absolutely identical.

The Father is the one god and the one god is father;
 the divine nature exists because the Father exists and the Father exists because he is father;
 the divine nature is the internal res
 of the Father that is expressed in the eternal birth of the Son and procession of the Spirit, and it therefore is had equally by all three of the divine persons.  As such, the divine nature is coincident not only with the Father’s existence, but also with that of the Son and Spirit; therefore, the Father has a protological priority
 within the immanent Trinity,
 the presupposition of which is the ontological equality
 and existential simultaneity of the Son and the Spirit.
 The internal res of the Father is surpassingly glorious—a Beauty that pours forth like the radiance of the sun’s shine; a luscious holiness that has the allure and warm vivacity of a sun-dazzled peace-green meadow.  But more still, the Father is beyond comprehension.  He may be known, but only as a mystery.  To drink of the wellspring arising from his heart is to become thirsty for more, and as we are led farther and farther upon this path, we are simultaneously made aware of the enormity and finality of the mystery of which we partake while being drawn ever further into him by perceiving him.  The mystery does not preclude knowing him—it is the content of the knowledge itself, and the Father may be known only as such.
  


The Father is the inexhaustible fountain of life, and the exhaustive expression of the Father’s being is the Son.  The Father is not and never was alone, and though he alone is the font of divinity and life, the very essence of his being is to be father, and therefore to be in communion.  As such, the expression of the Father’s being is simultaneous with the Father’s being itself; the generation of the Son is the hypostatic realization
 of the Father’s expression, and the Father’s love flows forth with the eternal generation of the Son.  An uncontainable ekstasis and the font of all being, Goodness and Beauty, the Father is a complete self-gift to the Son whom he loves.


The Father is love, and the Son is the Expression of the Father.  The Father’s almightiness does not consist merely in his ability to do anything that is logically possible; rather, it consists in his being-love so absolutely that his very being can only be by being expressed in an exhaustive and unrestricted self-giving—and it is the Son to whom the Father gives himself.
  As such, the Son, being the exact Expression of the Father’s very being and the reality that is the Father’s glorious Beauty, exhaustively expresses the internal res of himself by returning to the Father and living entirely towards, for, and within him.  The face of god and the splendor of almighty glory, the Son is the Father’s all and in the Son is disclosed every delight of the Father; the heart of the Trinity and the gravitational center of all things, the Son is the perfect Expression of all being and Beauty, and his very being is a relentless ekstasis toward the Father whom he loves.


The Holy Spirit—the ‘unknown one beyond the Word’—is he in whom the glory of the Father and Son is completely disclosed.  Just as the Son is eternally posited as the term of the Father’s being, the Spirit eternally proceeds from the Father as the reality of the Father’s love, and since the being of the Father is exhaustively expressed as love, the Spirit is the exhaustive expression of the inexhaustible fountain that is the expressed personality of the Father.  In the Spirit is revealed the unfathomable, awesome superfluousness of god, the ineffable abundance of overflowing love, the that to which the only appropriate response is adoration: it is in the Spirit that the very super-abundance of god’s being is disclosed and its glorious excess justified; it is by the Spirit that the being, Goodness, and Beauty of all things are consummated.  The Spirit is ekstasis in person.


Yet we must go further still.  It is when the Spirit comes to the Son from the Father that the eternal being-toward the Son by the Father is consummated; therefore, it is upon the reception of the Spirit that the Son is constituted as son of the Father.  And it is when the Son returns to the Father by the Spirit—the exhaustive expression of the internal res of the Son as love and self-gift—that the ever being-toward the Father by the Son is consummated; therefore, it is upon the reception of the Spirit that the Father is constituted as father of the Son.  The Spirit, the uncontained ekstasis of God existing as person, by rendering himself completely supple to the movement of the Father and the movement of the Son, and by being the exhaustive expression of the reality of that movement, is constituted as the Spirit of the Father and Son.

The defining hypostatic quality of each of the persons is had only by reference to that person’s relatedness to the other persons.  It is grounded first of all in the source—the Father—and correspondingly posited, in a qualitatively identical manner,
 in the Son and Spirit.  The Father alone and only is the cause—the persons proceed from him immediately, and the aseity
 of the Father alone is active; that of the Son and Spirit is passive
 and received from the Father while being guaranteed by the fact that the Father is father.  At the same time, just as the presupposition of the Father’s person is an act of communion, whereby it follows that his hypostasis is constituted as such essentially by being related to an other, so too for the other divine persons.  The Father is constituted as the Father of and for by the triple movement of begetting (the Son), giving (the Spirit), and receiving (the Son in the Spirit); the Son is constituted as the Son of and for by the triple movement of being begotten (by the Father), receiving (the Spirit), and giving (himself to the Father in the Spirit); the Spirit is constituted as the Spirit of and for by the triple movement of receiving from (the Father and Son), proceeding from (the Father and Son), and proceeding toward (the Father and Son).  From this it follows that the procession of the Spirit from the Son toward the Father is intrinsic to the constitution of the being and hypostasis of the Spirit.  At the same time, it does not follow from this that the Son also is (with the Father) the cause of the Spirit, and this because the Spirit proceeds immediately from the Father, and mediately from the Son.  Thus, as claimed above, the existence of the three is grounded in the existence of one—the Father.  And because the very being of the Father is to be father, the existence of one—the Father—entails of metaphysical necessity the existence of the three.

There are two objections that may be advanced against the coherence of the Trinity.  The first is that this doctrine asserts that three equals one, violating the logic of identity.  The second objection is that, if the doctrine does not violate the logic of identity, then it affirms three gods and is not monotheistic.  I now turn my attention to these two objections. 

The objection from the logic of identity is based on a misunderstanding of Nicene Trinitarian theology.  The Nicene fathers, in confessing the Son to be “one in being” with the Father, did not intend to imply that the Father and Son are therefore “the same thing (yet, somehow, not the same thing).”
  For the Nicene fathers, the word homoousios
 and its variants simply meant that the Son is: 1) intrinsic to the Father, as shine is intrinsic to the sun; 2) truly generated by the Father, as shine is truly generated by the sun; and 3) of the same nature of the Father, as shine is of the same nature as its source, the sun.
  This last point could give rise to further misunderstandings if the word “nature” were to be understood in light of Aristotle’s doctrine of substance.  Overlooking for the moment the fact that such would be (grossly) anachronistic, if one were to view the Trinity through the lens of Aristotle, he would be a good deal less far from the truth were he to understand it in light of Aristotle’s secondary substance, rather than his primary substance.
  

That said, the argument against the coherence of the Trinity from the logic of identity is seen to miss the point.  The doctrine of the Trinity does not affirm that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three persons identical with the person who is “the one god” while (somehow) not being identical with each other.  Rather, as shown above, the doctrine affirms that the three are “one” in that they 1) necessarily entail the existence of one another, and 2) possess the same nature.
  Therefore, the doctrine of the Trinity does not violate the logic of identity.  The persons are not ‘one’ in the same sense that they are ‘three.’

It may seem that in evading the danger of incoherence, I will necessarily have fallen into tritheism, thus contradicting the affirmation of Church Tradition that there is only one god.  There are three reasons why this is not so.  First, according to the doctrine of the Trinity expounded above there is only one principle: the person of the Father.  Since the Trinity does not posit three distinct first principles, there is no warrant for issuing against it the ‘third man objection.’
  Second, the doctrine of the Trinity affirms that the three persons are bi-conditionally related to one another, and are therefore a true unity.
  Third, the doctrine of the Trinity takes as its point of departure the person of the Father, and affirms that this one person is such that his very being is coincident with an act of communion.  Such being the case, according to the doctrine of the Trinity, the point of distinction between the persons is coincident with the point of union.  

Thus both objections to the doctrine of the Trinity—the objection from the logic of identity, and the objection of tritheism—fail.

III

A Metaphysics of Beauty

I came forth from the mouth of the Most High and covered the earth like a mist . . . 

Sirach, 24:3


Beauty is the ecstatic expression of being: She is Beautiful not in that She is expressed, but in that She is the expression of whom She is the expression She is Beautiful; She is Beautiful not in that She shines forth, but in that She shines forth ecstatically She is Beautiful.  The Beautiful is the companion of the Good: that which is is not in that it is, but it is in that it is in that which is Good; that which is Beautiful is known not in that which is, but in that which is known Good is known the Beautiful.  Beauty reveals being: true being is known not in the perception of beings, but the perception of beings is true perception in that it is the perception of the Beautiful; beings are known not before they are perceived as Beautiful, but perceived Beautiful their being is known.  Beauty is intrinsic to beings: that which is Beautiful is Beautiful not in that it reveals that which is not itself, but it is Beautiful in that that which is Beautiful is revealed in itself; it is Beautiful not in that it points beyond itself to Beauty beyond itself, but in that Beauty beyond itself is within itself it is itself Beautiful.

The Arche of all reality—the Father—is personal, and such that his very nature entails the existence of the Son, and in the person and generation of the Son is revealed the Beautiful; the Beautiful is the dynamis of the Arche, and the content of its expression.  The coordinating principle of the dynamis of the Arche—the internal axis around which the constellation of the Beautiful aligns itself—is the Good,
 and it is this which constitutes the grammar whereby the Arche expresses itself.  And as Goodness is that by which the relation between two is harmonious, it is the Spirit—nexus amoris patris filiique
—who is the Good; and as the grammar of the ecstatic expression of the Arche is the Good, it is the Spirit who reveals the energies of the Beautiful.  The Father generates the Son ecstatically in that his being is to be father; the Father sends forth the Spirit ecstatically in that the Spirit is the ecstasy of the Father; the Son receives the Spirit and returns to the Father in ecstasy in that the ecstasy of the Father is in the Son; the ecstasy of the Father is his glorious self-surrender to the Son in the Spirit; the ecstasy of the Son is his eucharistic radiance toward the Father in the Spirit; the ecstasy of the Spirit is his self-surrender-forth-pouring to the Father and the Son.  The Father for the Son in the Spirit and in the Spirit the Son to the Father: energy reveals dynamis reveals being expresses the Son revealed in the Spirit discloses the Son reveals the Arche shines forth Beauty permeated by Goodness spirates
 Spirit into the Father, the point of departure and term of a metaphysics of Beauty, ever dynamic, ever radiant, ever fecund, Arche eros-caritas-pure-moving.

Thus there are three: the Arche, the Beautiful and the Good; which are three: the Father, the Son, and the Spirit.    

The very possibility of creation distinct from the Trinity is grounded in the fact that the Father is intrinsically generative and fecund. As the Arche is essentially diffusive and ecstatic, the Arche brings into being a world of communion which partakes of its own splendor; and as the expression of the Father’s ecstasy is the Son, it is within the Beautiful that are contained the archetypes of the contents of all things created; and as it is the Spirit in whom is realized the communion between the Father and Son, it is within the Good
 that are disclosed the archetypical forms of the inter-relatedness of all things created one to another.
  The cosmos, therefore, is a very locus of Beauty and Goodness.  It is as it is because being so is an expression of the ever-expressive Arche.  The very essence of the Arche entails its being so, and it could not possibly be otherwise: it is good, it is possible, it is so.
  

All things proceed forth from the Arche with as much fluid naturalness as shine coming forth from the sun, and just as the path of the ray leads back to its source, so too the world and all things in it point beyond themselves by presenting themselves, each in its own way reflecting the inexhaustible fecundity of the Arche; and just as the sun shines forth and is present in the ray, so too Beauty is truly present in the cosmos, and in its being presented is the Arche proclaimed.
  The sun-dazzled flowers of the field blossom forth and adorn the meadow like a garland of stars, and the clouds dance across the heavens as though an enthroned ocean, pouring forth into the earth and giving birth to the sweet fragrance of life—the secret language known only to its source.  

The Beautiful is the song from the mouth of the god; the cosmos is Her words.

IV

Theodicy
And I, when I am lifted up from the earth, will draw all people to myself.

John, 12:32

There is one glaring fact that tells strongly against the plausibility of this metaphysics of Beauty.  The world is not simply an array of the Beautiful.  It is not the case that we experience nothing but Goodness.  Our next task, therefore, must be to see whether or not the reality of evil nullifies the metaphysics of Beauty expounded above, and if not, how the Beautiful is to be understood in light of it.

In setting forth my theodicy, it is not my goal thoroughly to solve the problem of evil, for I believe that such an explanation would require a degree of goodness, profundity, and insight that I myself lack.  Rather, my goal is simply to provide reason enough to allow the possibility of affirming the metaphysics of the Beautiful articulated above without falling into irrationality, or requiring myself to diminish the recognition of the evil that is really there.

In attempting to show that evil does not disprove my metaphysics of Beauty, I first ask, what is Goodness?  Goodness, it seems to me, is a word that describes the reality instantiated between at least two things when the relation between those things is such that it is harmonious, right, and proper.  Therefore, evil may be understood as the reality instantiated when the relationship between at least two things is without harmony, not right, and improper.  In other words, evil is the disruption of the harmony between things.

Above it was claimed that the archetypes of all things in the cosmos exist within the Son and the Spirit.  Yet in saying so, my claim was not that all things created by god are perfect as they are (now experienced by us), but rather, that by looking toward god, we perceive how things ought to be. Yet I also claimed that all things came forth from god and are as they are because it is proper for them to be as they are (as existing).  I explain the apparent difficulty that arises from these affirmations by pointing out that it is possible that, ultimately, evil is the result of certain choices of free beings, that it is probable that choosing to do evil is possible for free beings, and by positing that it is certain that the creation of free beings is good. In this case, evil would be a possibility contingent upon the realization of a necessity, namely, to create free beings, which is a good.  But does the creation of free beings necessarily entail the possibility of evil?

If god creates free beings, then they have the capacity to choose, and if they have the capacity to choose, they can act variously—that is, they can choose to relate themselves to other free persons, and inanimate realities, in various ways.  Yet if goodness is a particular form of the manner in which things are related, and so too is evil, and if the consequence of a freely-chosen action is likewise a particular manner in which things are related to one another, then it seems quite on the cards that were free beings to be created, evil would be a very real possibility.  It may be objected that god would only create a world wherein every possible form of the inter-relatedness between things would be good.  But I fail to see how such a world could be were there free beings.  For example, in such a world, would my hand simply vanish the moment I attempt to strike someone with it?  If so, then I would not be free.
  Or, if god created the world and such is possible, must it be the case that the effect of every action be experienced as pleasing to conscious beings, in which case evil itself would be impossible to realize?  But how could such (i.e., the experience of evil as the effect of certain actions) be impossible if the presupposition of freedom is laws of nature that are arbitrary,
 and more importantly, can we say with certainty that the desire to harm would be impossible for free beings created by god?   

This latter can be answered in the affirmative only if it were also affirmed that the choices of free beings would lack determinable qualitative significance.  In other words, in such a world, if I eat an apple, I feel joy; if I throw a brick at you, I feel joy when throwing it, and you receive pleasure when it hits you, and so on.  But would not such a world as this drastically undermine freedom itself—and thus the very reason for creating free beings—by virtue of denying myself to be the point of departure for my own valuative expression?
  And is it not precisely in valuative expression that freedom itself is most truly realized?  I answer both in the affirmative.  If there is a god, and it would be good for me to be related to god in a certain way by means of my direct relatedness to him and my indirect relatedness to him through other things, and if I am endowed with limited freedom whereby, within the bounds of that freedom, I may dispose of myself according to my own will—if these things are so, then it follows that the particular form in which I will be inter-related to things will carry the consequences—whether I have deliberately I have sought such or not—of so acting.  Every choice made by me is aimed at a particular enjoyment, and my freedom is real in direct proportion not only to my ability to choose, but also in my ability to choose for myself the term, and therefore the form, of my own enjoyment.  And if I may so choose, then it is possible that I can constitute a qualitative form of inter-relatedness between things, and if I may actualize a qualitative form of inter-relatedness, then I can choose good or evil, and either of these will be realized by my particular choice. Thus, it seems to me that if there are to be free beings, then there must be the possibility of evil.  

Here a question arises.  Is it better that free beings exist, thus allowing the possibility of evil, or would it be better for free beings not to exist, thus removing even the possibility of evil?  And the answer to this question can be found by answering another question: what type of world is good enough?
  For in the final analysis, the matter can be settled in this way.  Suppose that there is a god, and that, prior to the creation of this world, you were present with him.  Suppose further that god tells you that he is considering creating a world—this world.  He tells you of the possibilities that arise from the existence of free beings: death, suffering, misery, tortures, and all of the atrocities that have, in fact, taken place in this world.  He then asks you, “So, what do you think?  Grant me your judgment, and it will be so.  Ought I create such a world, thus not only creating that which is good, but also allowing the possibility of horrendous evils?  Or ought I not create such a world, thus excluding even the possibility of evil, alongside all of the good things that allow evil to be possible?  Choose!”  What would you say?  If you answer that it would be better for the world not to exist, I reply that you disprove this by the very act of continuing to live in—thus affirming—this world.  But if you believe that it is better for this world to be than not to be, then you haven’t any warrant for objecting that god ought not to have created it. 

Of course, this argument does not prove that evil and god (and my metaphysics

of the Beautiful) could actually co-exist.  As I said above, I am not able to provide a definite answer to such a question, and my goal in developing this theodicy is not to provide certainty, but to suggest that evil does not definitely disprove my metaphysics of the Beautiful. However, what this argument does prove is that the person who claims that the existence of evil disproves the existence of god (and my metaphysics of Beauty along with it) is himself unwarranted to make such a claim.  Such a claim is existentially incoherent.  Though he may register the objection, his actions betray him, for in the bottom of his heart, he says, “Even so, even so.  Let the world be, even were it to be the only world ever to be, for I love it.”  In other words, if this world is such that (according to the one who would complain that the evil within it is such that it disproves the possibility that a good god created it) it is better for it to be than not to be, then it necessarily follows that it would be—in the eyes of the objector—better for a good god to create it than not to create it.
  And if it would be better to create than not to create it, its being created—even thus—cannot serve as a basis for arguing against the existence or goodness of its creator.


If I am right in claiming that evil does not invalidate my metaphysics of the Beautiful, the fact remains that evil is—though necessarily possible—a reality that ought not be.  The question then becomes, were evil to become, what would god do about it?  

As the Father is an ecstatic, ceaseless outpouring of self-giving love, so too he gives himself completely to the world.  As the Son is the Expression of the Father, so too is it in the Son that the Father gives himself to the world.  As the Son of god is the Image of the Father, so too does the son of man reveal the almighty god.  And if, as has been claimed throughout this essay, activity reveals being, then it is in the incarnation, crucifixion, and resurrection of the Son of god that the form of Beauty is most truly revealed in the world—it is here that we discover the true form of the Beautiful and discern the contour of the face of the Arche.   

The “My God, My God, why have you forsaken me?” of the Son on the cross is therefore no anomaly, for by it is disclosed that same love and ecstasy with which the Father gave himself to the Son, holding nothing back, in eternity.  The love wherewith the Son loves the Father could not but expand till it embraced the whole of the world; that ecstasy rushing forth from the Son like a flame in-toward the Father could not but break the power of evil by exploding the heart of the same Son; that super-abundance of being so overflowing that it created the splendor of earth could not but become the seed that falls to the earth and dies that it might make it anew by drawing its suffering within itself and transforming it when rising from it.  

The lamb on the center of the throne is slain; god rules the world by suffering for it.  The exploding heart of the Son on the cross proclaimed the glory of god more loudly than any choir of angels in the heavens ever could have, and within it all evil is destroyed, and all pain is recapitulated and redeemed.  The ineffability of Goodness and the radiant light of Beauty have never burst forth so fiercely as they did when god was forsaken of god, and the Trinity, with a loud snap, tore itself asunder that it might lay hold of man and the cosmos and draw them back within itself.  Love has been translated into human being.  The seed that fell to the ground and died has become a flower that has burst forth from the ground rushing skyward as though a bolt of lightening, tearing through the curtain of heaven and laying bear its treasures.  Raging purity, unconquerable sweetness, uncontrollable joy, unbounded eros, diamond-studded rainbow, glory-radiance, hurricane pure-goodness, love-ecstasy in the exploding heart of the Son of god. 

All-shine omniloquence-purging.  Beauty has been declared absolutely.  

V

Conclusion

. . . when he marked out the foundations of the earth . . . I was beside him, like a child, and I was daily his delight, rejoicing before him always . . .

Proverbs, 8:29f.

Whoever then has a spirit capable of bringing together and considering the glory and splendor of all these things which have been created in him, struck by their brilliance and pierced by the magnificence of their beauty as if . . . by a select arrow, he will receive from it a saving wound and will burn with the blessed fire of its love.

Origen of Alexandria,

Commentary on the Song of Songs, prologue
My metaphysics of the Beautiful takes as its epistemic point of departure the experience of Beauty, and is founded on the epistemic doctrine that a being’s dynamis is its defining quality, and that dynamis itself is expressed through its energy, and that, furthermore, these three (being, dynamis, energy) not only express one another; they also have a revelatory capacity.  Thus energy truly reveals dynamis, and dynamis truly reveals being.  In the experience of Beauty, it is the energy of the Beautiful—the activity and effects of that activity within the soul—that serve as the ultimate ground of our knowledge of Beauty itself, and through Beauty, being.  

The ontological ground of my metaphysics of Beauty is the person of god the Father, who is such that, for him, to be is to be father.  The Father is thus the Arche.  As such, this ontological ground of Beauty is not static.  The Father eternally generates the Son, pouring himself wholly and without reservation into the Son in the Spirit, holding nothing back.  It is the Son—the exact Image of the Father—in whom the divine nature is expressed; therefore, the Son is the Beautiful.  Furthermore, as the pattern according to which the Son is so expressed, receives from the Father, and returns to the Father, the Spirit is the form—the according to which—the Father and Son are inter-related.  Thus the Spirit is Goodness, the axis around which the Beautiful is aligned, the coordinating principle whereby Her ecstasy is expressed.  Coordinating these three with my epistemological principle and metaphysics, we are left with the following schema: Father/Arche/being, expresses and is revealed in and by Son/Beauty/dynamis, expresses and is revealed in and by Spirit/Goodness/energy.

Extremely important to my metaphysics of Beauty is the fact that neither the Arche nor Beauty nor the experience of Beauty is static.  The ground of all things is ever moving, effusive and ecstatic.  The paradox of the experience of Beauty is explained by means of the form of the perpetual motion of the Father, Son, and Spirit—the perichoresis of the Trinitarian persons.
  And this perichoresis is itself explained by means of the person of the Father.  The Father is absolute love, both eros and caritas, and thus he can only be by giving himself entirely to the Son whom he loves.  The Son is eternal eucharist, and can only be by returning himself to the Father.  The Spirit is infinite, loving, gift, and can only be by proceeding from and proceeding toward both, being both the issue of the love of both, and the that within which ecstatic union is consummated.  Thus the nature of the one (Father) is expressed wholly in the communion of persons, and the communion of persons, being love and self-gift, can be understood only in light of this ever giving, eternal motion, of the three one with another.  The paradox of the experience of Beauty, therefore, is ultimately explained by virtue of the form of the Father’s fatherhood, which is such that, within the Trinity, the point of distinction between the persons is coincident with the point of union.

In light of this, I understand Beauty as the ecstatic expression of being.  Yet by this I do not simply mean the ecstatic expression of anything whatever; rather, Beauty’s being Beautiful is explained by virtue of the being—the Father, the Arche—of whom She is the expression.  Because the Father himself is an irreducible mystery (yet not such a mystery that paralyzes the mind, making knowledge impossible, but rather a mystery that may be known precisely as mystery), the Beautiful—the exact Expression of the Father and the locus of the disclosure of the Arche—is an irreducible mystery as well.  Therefore, it is impossible to define Beauty in that analytic manner that the (analytic) philosopher desires.  She can inspire us, She can be perceived, but She annihilates any attempt to circumscribe Her.  She will not lie at rest long enough—indeed, not at all—for one to gain mastery of Her; She moves infinitely beyond, thus tearing through, the mind that would be so foolish as to attempt to wrap itself around her.

The very possibility of the existence of the cosmos is grounded in the Father’s eternal generation of the Son, who is the original Other, and the procession of the Spirit, who is the original Super-abundance.  The love and ecstasy of the Trinity is such that it moves beyond even itself, bringing into being from nothingness an other upon which it might pour its love and infuse with its own Beauty and Goodness.  The cosmos is created within the Son, and it is within the Son that exist the archetypical forms of the contents of the cosmos; this cosmos is created within the Spirit, and it is within the Spirit that exist the archetypical forms of the manner in which the cosmos is to be internally inter-related.  As the cosmos is free, and as this freedom has been used to ill effect, it is not the case that the cosmos itself exactly corresponds to these archetypical forms, yet these forms exist nonetheless, constituting the very ground of the cosmos.  As though a piece of iron that can move, yet is unable to wholly free itself from the force of the magnet that draws it to itself, thus being drawn toward, and in tension with it—so too stands the cosmos, in its present condition, to the archetypical forms within the Son and Spirit.  

This tension—this fallen condition of the world—is answered and remedied by god himself, and its recapitulation is effected by the resurrection of the Son of god.
  The eternal love and eros that exists within the Trinity is itself corporeally instantiated in earth.
  Within the heart of the Son of god are gathered together all times, all creatures, all pain, and all suffering.  The Father’s gift of the Son is true gift, and, on the cross, thus separated from the Father because of that very love whereby he is united to the Father, his heart, overburdened with the consequence of the sin of the world, explodes outward for the life of the world.  But that love, as though a rod of lightning striking the ground, tunnels a path of fire throughout the entrails of the earth, and the further it goes downward because of this love—mystery of mysteries—the higher it rises, till at last it bursts through the ground on the other side, ascending upward with redoubled fury and drawing the whole of the cosmos heavenward along with itself . . . As though a mighty wave that reaches to the heavens and falls upon the shore with a heavy crash, sinking deeper and deeper, disappearing under the sand, yet gathering itself together under the earth, calmly, silently, until with a thrust of energy twice of that with which it fell, it charges upward, breaking through the ground with a violent surge . . . As though the greatest of the suns fallen, and all stars in the sky suddenly follow after it, moving toward it in an ever-narrowing spiral till at last they are joined with it in the uttermost silence of the abyss, and then, as though inspired by a steady, calm rhythm, slowly gathering itself, they slowly ascend upward in its trail till they have returned to the celestial heights when—for a moment, in perfect stillness and equipoise, suspended around it like the radii of a circle—they suddenly collapse towards its center and explode outward from within it, electricity undulating outward in all directions as though flaming staircases unrolling downward and spinning light as though a hurricane laced with jewels . . . The cosmos was created to be begotten within the Son from the Father; the cosmos was created that it might participate in the eternal perichoresis of the Trinity, its ever-moving exchange of love.  

As the ontological ground of the cosmos is located within the Son and Spirit as archetypical forms, and as these forms are truly the ground of the cosmos, and the cosmos can never be sundered from this ground; and as the cosmos itself has been united to, and recapitulated within, the very Son of god; and as the Son of god is very Beauty—from all of these it follows that Beauty truly exists in the world.  Against those who have claimed that true Beauty is not to be found in this world—that the cosmos merely reflects a Beauty that is not truly present within itself—it must be affirmed that the Beauty beyond the world is within the world: the cosmos is in-spired.
  And because the Good is the axis of the Beautiful, the experience of Beauty always brings with itself an ethical imperative, a call to holiness, a righteous way of living, Goodness.  This Goodness is the rhythm of the Beautiful, and by surrendering to this rhythm, we move ever onward to the Beauty ever-beyond.  Yet the Beauty beyond the world shines forth within the world, and is immanent within the cosmos that it transcends.  The cosmos, however, is neither the term nor the foundation of Beauty.  The moment that we surrender ourselves to the Beauty within her we are drawn as though by gravity toward the Spirit, the Son, and the Father and Arche of all things.  The experience of Beauty, therefore, proclaims reditus caelicolarum—the return of the heaven dwellers.
  At the same time, the cosmos is not merely the first step on a ladder to heaven, such that once it has provided the means for moving upward, it is never again to be returned to.  The term of the soul’s ascent is not static, but dynamic and fecund, and thus within the Son we are born forth into the world from the Father; born forth in the world as and to be created; born forth to receive the Spirit and return to the Father as children in the Son; born forth ad infinitum.

Two questions remain before bringing this essay to a close.  In what way might art express Beauty?  And, directly related to this, how is the artist able to bring forth works that not merely point to, but truly are Beautiful?  I submit as an hypothesis that the artist who creates Beautiful works does so by coordinating material or intellectual realities into a particular facies
 which, so constituted, is coincident with one of the infinite modalities of—the forms subsisting within—Beauty and Goodness, thereby ecstatically, and truly, expressing being.  It is according to this hypothesis that works of art will be understood in what follows.

Excursus

Applying the Theory to Works of Art: Music

The glory to which man is called is that he should grow more godlike by growing ever more human.

Dumitru Staniloae,

Orthodoxy, Life in Resurrection

The two examples of actual works of art that I’ll be interpreting in light of the theory of Beauty expounded above both come from the field of music, and both from the same artists—The Chemical Brothers.  The first piece, “Where Do I Begin,”
 will be viewed according to the notion that Beauty is the ecstatic expression of being, particularly with regard to the theme of recapitulation as explored in light of the resurrection of the Son of god in section V above.  The second piece, “Star Guitar,”
 will be interpreted in light of the experience of Beauty, and particular attention will be given to the inter-relation between Beauty and Goodness, as explored variously in the preceding.  In conclusion, I’ll consider the impact that the experience of Beauty in art has on our lives.

“Sunday morning, waking up . . .”  I appreciate many of the songs on the Chemical Brothers’ Dig Your Own Hole, but the only song I would describe as Beautiful is “Where Do I Begin.”  It begins slowly—a calm rhythm accompanied by an innocent, unexcited and sweet female voice.  The impression left with the listener is that of being uncollected; a haze that is slowly becoming more and more conscious of itself.  Yet as the song moves on, it is as though it is gathering itself together and aligning itself around an ever-increasingly declared electricity.  And then, for a moment, the song becomes static—as though in equipoise—before suddenly bursting forth with an apocalyptic surge, Beauty radiating forth ecstatically in every direction, colors and vivacity wrapping themselves around and receiving energy from one another, pure joy.

To attempt to analyze the song would be, in my opinion, rather pointless.  The form and content are wrapped together in an inextricable unity, and only by perceiving it as this unity can I appreciate it in its own right.  But when this is done, and when I simply surrender myself to the song, I feel as though I have been awakened to a transcendent reality—the very thrust of the movement of the river of being itself rushing upon me.  Thus I believe what is actually happening is that the particular, physical sounds in this song are coincident with an archetypal form of corporeal content that subsists truly within the Son of god, thereby expressing—in its own way, and according to its capacity—the ecstatic expression of being that is the Son of god.  Therefore, for me, the song becomes a lens through which I perceive the primal fecundity and radiance that is the ground of all things, the pure overflow of absolute Beauty bursting forth in all directions when the Son of god was raised from the dead, recapitulating all things outward from within his Sacred Heart.  The song is only so understood by me when I ground it in this metaphysics of Beauty, and I would not be able to account for that which I perceive in and through it without so grounding it.

Whereas “Where Do I Begin” ends in an almost palpable tension—one feeling as though a sheet of sandpaper covered with mountains is being relentlessly dragged across concrete—the next song, “Star Guitar,” is pure serenity from start to finish.  And this contrast is indeed fitting: the first song is nothing other than a raw expression of ecstatic being, and—as claimed in section I above—the spirit’s first active response to Beauty is characterized by frenzy as it rushes throughout the soul attempting to grasp the Beautiful.  Yet the soul does not simply stop in this state of bewilderment: it follows the pattern of the Beautiful’s movement, thereby receiving the stamp of that movement, which in its turn allows one to follow after Her as She returns to Her source.

“Star Guitar,” I believe, does as much justice to this movement of the soul as any song, and it does this because it is itself coincident with a point at which archetypical forms in both the Good and the Beautiful ‘intersect,’ so to speak.  It’s as though different shades of moving serenity are rising from one another, and inspiring me to follow in their trail.  The mind is never able completely to master what it perceives, for that which is perceived is itself in motion toward an irreducible and infinite mystery which itself can be known, but only as a mystery.  And the beautiful, inarticulate words sung toward the end of the song, calling me toward itself, though I cannot quite make out exactly what is being said to me, are the perfect conclusion to the song.  This song, therefore, impresses a pattern upon my soul, a moving pattern that is Goodness; a Goodness that moves me.   

So understood, I cannot but believe that Beauty, as instantiated in works of art, is absolutely inter-connected with my life—the way that I live—in the world.  Indeed, the notion advance by Stolnitz
 and others that the encounter with art is of no practical consequence strikes me not only as counterintuitive, but in fact repugnant.  It is, I claim, emphatically not the case that art succeeds in affecting us by virtue of dislocating us from the ‘real world;’ it is not the case that the impression that it leaves upon the soul is without consequence in ‘real life.’  The encounter with Beauty in art inspires us not because it offers an escape from reality; it inspires because through it we return to reality.

The Beautiful, as expressed in art, awakens me to life.  It inspires within me the desire to become good, because this inspiration itself is an expression of very Goodness.  Through it I see the world anew as ever-new; my vision peers into the primal font of all life, where the Son is born, and the Spirit proceeds from the Father.  And thus by first surrendering to the Beautiful, and then responding to Her call, I am carried into the heart of the Father, and able to see myself and all things as born from, and returning to the Father.  I am inspired to appreciate the world in that it is Beautiful; I am commanded to change the world because within the Beautiful I can perceive the archetypical forms of all things, and the coordinating pattern that is the Good shows me how to transform the world according to these forms.  I am inspired to embrace the world and all things within it because I have touched the face of He from whom they are, seen Her in whom they are, and heard the call of the One who is within Her.  I trace the very contour of the rhythm of life, and feel the touch of He who gives by, and She who dances according to, that rhythm—the pure overflow of self-giving love, the ceaseless overflow of ecstatic Beauty and Goodness that is the Trinity. 

� “The Return of the Heaven-Dwellers”


� � My understanding of beauty has been, and is being formed by a number of authors and personal experiences.  Concerning the former, my chief influences have been the Old Testament’s Isaiah and The Wisdom of Solomon; Plato’s Letter VII and Phaedrus; The New Testament’s John, Colossians, Ephesians and Revelation; Irenaeus of Lyons’ Against Heresies; Origen of Alexandria’s On First Principles and Commentary on the Gospel According to John; Plotinus’ Enneads; Athanasius of Alexandria’s Orations Against the Arians; Gregory of Nyssa’s The Life of Moses; Pseudo-Dionysius’ On the Divine Names; Bonaventure’s The Soul’s Journey Into God; John of the Cross’s Romance Regarding the Blessed Trinity; Henry Bugbee’s The Inward Morning; Nikos Kazantzakis’ Report to Greco, and Hans Urs von Balthasar’s The Glory of the Lord: A Theological Aesthetics (vols. 1 and 2) and Prayer.  Concerning the latter—the experiences that have had a great influence upon me—there are four: relationships within my family, two religious experiences, nature, and music (Mozart, Psychadelic-Classic Rock, and Techno). 


� “Look!  I see the heavens opened . . .”


� My understanding of the interplay between, and inseparability of form and content in the beautiful is heavily indebted to Hans Urs von Balthasar’s The Glory of the Lord: A Theological Aesthetics, vol. 1 (Ignatius, 1982 [1961]).


� The definitive study on the theme of dynamis in early Christian Trinitarian theology is to be found in Michel Rene Barnes’ The Power of God: Dunamis in Gregory of Nyssa’s Trinitarian Theology (Catholic University Press, 2001).


� My understanding of the soul’s active role in the perception of beauty was inspired by Plotinus’ Enneads, 1:6:9, wherein the perception of the beautiful brings with it a sort of ethical imperative, imbuing within the perceiver the desire to realize this imperative.  Unlike Plotinus, however, I understand the point of departure for this activity by the perceiver as a learning and imitation of the form of the movement of the beautiful.  This insight on my part is an attempt to ‘unpack’ what I’ve experienced in my own encounters with beauty.


� The following articulation of the Trinity is a summary of an article entitled Trinity-Ekstasis (150 pages in length) that I wrote early this summer (6/04).  The article is available online at <<http://www.tektonics.org/guest/psekstasis.html>>.  Within section II and section III of this article, alongside a 120 page monograph on the Trinitarian theology of Athanasius of Alexandria I wrote last Spring (4/04), the coherence of the articulation of the Trinity offered below with that of the Tradition of the Church (Catholic and Eastern Orthodox) is thoroughly substantiated.  


My understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity is indebted to far too many authors to list here, but my principal influences, aside from Scripture, have been Irenaeus of Lyons, Origen of Alexandria, Athanasius of Alexandria, Gregory of Nyssa, John Damascene, Bonaventure, John Zizioulas (Being as Communion, SVS Press, 1997), Hans Urs von Balthasar (Credo, Ignatius, 2000) and Walter Kasper (The God of Jesus Christ, Crossroad, 1984).


� In light of the fact that, in contemporary culture, “God” is commonly thought of in a unipersonal, deistic fashion, the word “god” is purposefully not capitalized throughout this essay.


� That is, the very quiddity of god is revealed in the Father’s act of generating the Son.


� I.e., the divine nature is realized not in the person of the Father considered statically, but rather, in his act of bringing forth the Son and Spirit.


� The importance of this point will be further brought to light below, when I show why the Trinity is not incoherent.


� When the words “father” and “son” are not capitalized, my intent is to draw attention to the significance of the word as a predicate—not simply a proper name.


� I.e., just as the sun would not be the sun if it did not shine, so too the Father would not be father—and therefore, would not be at all—if he did not generate the Son.


� “Thing,” in the sense of “quiddity.”


� I.e., just as at every moment at which the sun is, it brings forth shine, so too the Father is the source and cause of the Son and Spirit, yet this is a causal, not a temporal, priority.


� “Immanent Trinity” is a technical term, referring to the Trinity “within itself.”  The term “economic Trinity” refers to the manner in which the Triune god relates to things “outside itself.”  Thus the eternal generation of the Son pertains to the immanent Trinity, and the Incarnation of the Son pertains to the economic Trinity.


� I.e., the Son and Spirit possess the whole being of the Father, and therefore are “equally (in the sense of “as much . . . as”) god.”


� I.e., the Son and Spirit exist at every “moment” at which the Father exists.


� This point has a two-fold significance.  First, in asserting this, I wish to make clear that the Christian does not have the right to affirm the irrational because “God is a mystery.”  Second, in claiming that a mystery may be perceived but not comprehended, I make room for a form of knowing that is truly knowledge, yet at the same time its particular form entails an unending motion toward an object which cannot itself be grasped.  The parallel with the beautiful, as articulated above, should be obvious.


� In Trinitarian theology, the word “hypostasis” basically means “person”—this understanding of the word “hypostasis” is to be significantly distinguished from the meaning that the word carries in many of JP Holding’s articles (“the existing, expressed, quasi-personal essence of something”), wherein it lacks the particular personal connotations that it acquired throughout the course of theological development.  


� I owe this understanding of the almightiness of god to Hans Urs von Balthasar; cf. Credo (Ignatius, 2000), Mysterium Paschale (Ignatius, 2000).


� I.e., e.g., Allen Iverson and Tracy McGrady are “equally persons,” yet they are not for that identical persons.


� A se—“by (in the sense of “by the agency of”) himself.”  In other words, the Father alone is he who is the cause of his own being.  I do not use the term “aseity” in its most common sense in theological matters (i.e., “uncaused,” etc.); rather, according to my articulation of the doctrine of the Trinity, the ecstatic fecundity of the Father which is realized in his eternally causing the Son and Spirit to exist is the necessary and sufficient condition for his own existence.  


� Again, the importance of this point will be shown below when demonstrating the coherence of the Trinity.


� Cf. the article mentioned in n. 4 above, II:24-34, III:5-48, for evidence that the manner whereby I here demonstrate the rationality of the Trinity is indeed coherent with the Church’s understanding of the doctrine from the Nicene era to the present day.


� “One in being.”


� In other words, the Son is truly the son of the Father and not, as the Arians claimed, a contingent creation created ex-nihilo.


� E.g., the human being that was Jack Kerouac was a primary substance; humankind is a secondary substance.


� Were I pressed to give an account of what I mean by the word “nature,” I would simply say that a nature is the conjunction of the monadic properties that constitute a species.  Monadic properties do not entail a relation, and therefore can be had by more than one thing.  For example, “being red” is a property that may be instantiated in an apple, a car, and a shirt.  Polyadic properties, however, are determined by one thing’s relation to another, and therefore may be instantiated in only one thing within a group.  If Joe is in between Mark and Brian, “being in the center” is a property that is true of Joe alone.  Concerning divinity, monadic properties would be such things as “being eternal,” “being wholly good,” “being omniscient,” “being omnipotent,” etc.  Polyadic properties would be such things as “begetting” (the Father only), “being begotten” (the Son only), and “proceeding” (the Spirit only).  


� Any plurality must be able to be explained by a unity independent of that plurality.  For example, if one claims that for all eternity, mind and matter have both existed, one has the difficulty of explaining why and how these two distinct things just happen to exist side by side.  And a solution to this difficulty can only be had by positing yet a third principle that has the capacity to explain the existence of the other two.  


� A bi-conditional relation is one wherein A exists if and only if B exists.  Thus being male is not bi-conditionally related to being human (for it is possible that if one is a human, one might be female rather than male), but “being unmarried” is bi-conditionally related to “being a bachelor” (if one is a bachelor, one is an unmarried man, and if one is an unmarried man, then one is a bachelor).  In this last example, the bi-conditional relation between the two terms (bachelor, unmarried man) establishes an identity between the two, but this is not the case in every bi-conditional relation.  For example, if there is a sun (one thing), then there is sunshine (another thing), and if there is sunshine, there is the sun.   The Trinity is to be understood in light of this last example: the existence of one entails the existence of the others, but they are not for that identical with one another.


� Against Plato and Plotinus.


� Again, against Plato, Plotinus, and much of the Christian-Platonic tradition, I distinguish significantly between the beautiful and the good.


� “The connection of love of the Father and Son.”


� Spirare, “to breathe.”


� By “goodness” I understand not an isolated monadic property (Plato), but a harmonious form of relationship between at least two things.


� The notion that the Forms, in one manner or another, subsist within the mind of god is found in Middle-Platonism, Neo-Platonism, and much of the Christian-Platonic Tradition (Origen, Augustine, Psuedo-Dionysius, Bonaventure, etc.)  I depart from such doctrines, however, in three ways: in positing that the Spirit also is a primary locus of Forms (whereas the Christian-Platonic Tradition posits that the Forms subsist within the Son—the Logos and Wisdom of God); in positing that there are two ‘forms of Forms,’ one in the Son (content) and one in the Spirit (relatedness to that which is other); and in positing an actual causal influence of the Forms upon the physical world (which I briefly attempt to illustrate with the example of the iron and magnet in section V, below).  Because of these substantial differences, I have left the word “forms” uncapitalized in the main text of this essay.


� Two points.  First, I am not here advancing the notion that the cosmos is intrinsic to the Father in the same sense as the Son and Spirit are.  If the Church permitted me to affirm it, the natural inclination of my mind would be to follow Plotinus and affirm the eternity of the world.  It may be possible to construe the eternity of the cosmos without violating the teaching of the Church, but I am unaware how such might be accomplished, and will not affirm it until I am.  At any rate, these two facts must be taken into account: 1) the Son and Spirit are of the very being of the Father, and the cosmos, having been created ex-nihilo, is not; 2) the existence of the Son and Spirit are intrinsic to the being itself of the Father, yet even were the cosmos (as existing ex-nihilo) temporally eternal, it could not as such be intrinsic to the being of the Father, for already in the generation and procession of the Son and Spirit is the “necessity” of the Father’s being “fulfilled.”  Concerning whether or not time itself had a beginning (as affirmed almost unanimously throughout the history of Christianity, and argued for strongly by proponents of the Kalam Cosmological Argument), or backwardly everlasting (as argued for by a number of contemporary Christian Analytic philosophers), I pass no judgment.  The arguments for both sides seem to me equally plausible, and I therefore give my assent to the teaching of the Church (as it has commonly been interpreted).  


Second, I am not here advancing the doctrine of Leibniz, according to whom this world is, simpliciter, the “best of all possible worlds.”  Surely a world without the Holocaust, etc., would be better.  The problem of evil will be dealt with below. 


� Here I depart radically from Plato, Plotinus, and much of the Christian-Platonic Tradition.


� I’m strongly opposed to the view commonly expressed that evil is simply the absence of good, and therefore is not, properly speaking.  This has always struck me as illegitimate, lame and heartless.  Evil, in so far as the word “is” has any intelligible significance, really is. 


� I anticipate that some may object that, just as we are free even though we lack the ability to, e.g., fly to the moon, so too we would not be not-free if we should not be able to do certain things, such as hit others.  My response to this is that it is fitting for limited beings to have limited freedom, and goodness and badness will be possible in proportion to the capacity of those beings regardless of how great or small that capacity is.  A 20 year-old can do more harm than a 3 year-old, but still, both can do harm; thus evil itself is possible if there are free, limited beings.  The question therefore is not whether or not evil will be possible, but the extent to which a particular capacity will allow it to be realized.


� E.g., the laws of nature that allow a certain amount of alcohol to have a pleasant effect are the same laws of nature that cause alcohol to have unpleasant effects if I choose to drink too much of it.


� I don’t hereby intend to imply that I view freedom wholly according to the contemporary Western notion, which is extremely egocentric.  Yet though I believe that freedom, properly understood, assumes the communion of a society, this social aspect is not antithetical to, but presupposes, the personal aspect of freedom.


� With Swinburne and many others, I reject the notion that god could only create “the best possible world,” and this for the reason that there could be no such world: if it is good that an apple exist, two would be better, and if two, then three better still, and if three . . . ad infinitum.  If it could be a good thing for a possible world to exist, the question therefore is what type of world would a good god create?  The notion of the “good enough” world was inspired by cps. 3 and 4 of Mark Wynn’s God and Goodness (Routledge, 1999).  The particular form in which I develop this argument is, however, as far I know wholly original.


� One of my professors took me to be arguing in this section that unless one affirms that there is a god, then he will have to consider life so meaningless that life is not worth living, thereby having no option but suicide.  Though I find it hard to see how such an understanding could be gleaned from this paragraph as it stands, I wish to make it clear that I in no way believe that an atheist can find no meaning in life, even if that atheist believes the universe, in its own right, to be absurd.  In this case, the atheist is free to give to life whatever meaning he wishes.  I point out, however, that it may well be the case that those things in life which the atheist recognizes as good and valuable presuppose the existence and goodness of a god.


� But, of course, according to Christianity the world was not created in the fallen condition in which we experience it, and this, I believe, adds all the more force to the argument.  If even copper shines, what will gold do?


� Perichoresis, a technical term in Trinitarian theology, means “mutual indwelling.”  With an eye to Nietzsche, it is, I believe, not insignificant that the root of this noun, khor, is remarkably close to the verb khoreuein, “to dance.”  The citation from Proverbs, with which I opened this section, and which the Church has ever applied to the eternal relationship between the Son and Father, is also to the point here.  


� Recapitulation is the principal theme of Irenaeus of Lyons’ theology; its meaning can be safely gleaned from the images that I use in what immediately follows.


� My affirmation of this point has been heavily influenced by Irenaeus of Lyons, Maximus Confessor and Hans Urs von Balthasar.


� Let it not be imagined that I’m arguing for some form of pantheism here; rather, my point is that precisely because the cosmos is within the Son of God—the Son who became and is corporeally united to it as its head—the glory of God is communicated to the cosmos.  The light that shines on the moon is not the moon’s, but still it is there, true light, truly on the moon.


� Though in this essay I have relied on imagery to bring my point across more so than on logic, this phrase—reditus caelicolarum—is intended to be understood in a polemical manner; a battle cry against an intellectual culture that has attempted to exclude the divine, and a poetic assault against a tendency in Western philosophy to operate thoroughly on the assumption that the divine is either not there at all or not at all relevant.  


� “Face,” “outward appearance,” “form;” I use this word rather than simply form so as to avoid being understood as though I endorse the notion that form, rather than content, is that which grants a particular work of art its artistic significance.  Whereas according to this latter understanding, content can be abstracted from form, in using the word facies I understand content as inseparable from, and constitutive of, form.


� The Chemical Brothers, Dig Your Own Hole, Astralwerks, 1997


� The Chemical Brothers, Come With Us, Virgin Records, 2002


� “The Aesthetic Attitude,” in Aesthetics: A Critical Anthology (eds. George Dickie, Richard Sclafani and Ronald Roblin, St. Martin’s Press, 1989), pgs. 334ff.





